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In claim 1, a functional area of the disk that is necessary for recording, the power 
calibration area, is covered. In the prior art, rings or other items are placed where they can 
be detected by software, but they do not cover a functional area of the medium. 
Accordingly, the prior art must be modified to include all the limitations of claim 1, From 
MPEP 2142, to establish a prima facie case of obviousness, there must be some suggestion 
or motivation, either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available 
to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the references. 

In the examiner's answer the examiner makes the following statement: "To cover 
any area of any subject in order to prevent an operation to take place in such an area is a 
common practice and is nothing new in the art." This statement is not true, and the 
examiner has not provided any support for such a statement. The examiner has not cited 
any prior art that teaches or suggests covering a functional area of a medium. The only art 
cited merely places a ring or other object in a location where it can be detected, not where 
it physically interferes with operation. 

The examiner then states a conclusion - that it would be obvious to place a ring onto 
a functional area of the disk so that it physically prevents writing - without satisfying the 


requirements of MPEP 2142. The examiner does not provide any reasons for modification, 
but merely provides a restatement of the conclusion. The following is a quote of the 
conclusion from the examiner's answer: "Therefore, it would be obvious when the power 
calibration is covered by any means (such as a ring, since this is a circular area) the laser 
power calibration becomes impossible, which can affect the operation of the system such as 
preventing the disk from rewriting." This unsupported conclusion states the applicant's 
claim as obvious, but the examiner has provided no suggestion or motivation, either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art, to modify the references. Accordingly, no prima facie case of obviousness has been 
established. 

On page 5 of the examiner's answer, the examiner merely makes a statement that 
the motivation is found in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the 
art. However, the examiner has not provided any evidence of such knowledge. None of the 
prior art teaches or suggests covering a functional area of a medium. 

In view of the above, applicant again respectfully requests that the examiner's 
rejection of claims 1-11 be reversed. 


Respectfully submitted, 



Augustus W. Winfield 
Reg. No. 34,046 


August 31, 2001 

Fort Collins, CO 80528-9599 

(970) 898-3142 


